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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

The Examiner acknowledges the Applicant's amendments to claims 1-6, 9-20, 25-36, and 
40-44 in addition to the Applicant's cancellation of claims 7-8, 22-23, and 37-38. In light of 
these amendments, the objections to claims 1, 7, 9, 10, 1 1, 25, 27, 37, 40, and 41, as presented in 
the previous Office Action, are withdrawn. The 35 U.S.C. 1 12 rejections for claims 8, 13, 14, 
23, 28, 29, 38, 43, and 44, as presented in the previous Office Action, are also withdrawn. 

Regarding the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection presented in the previous Office Action, the 
Applicant contends that Cook (U.S. Patent No. 6,178,432), as described in the previous Office 
Action, teaches display states of constituent parts of the user interface, rather than a display state 
of the user interface, as is now expressed by the amended claims. In response, the Examiner 
notes that Cook teaches that the display states of the constituent parts, i.e. the "objects," may be 
grouped together with a first object, such that in response to user interaction upon the first object, 
the resulting display states of all the objects can be efficiently deteimined, as is described more 
fully below. This grouping of object states is considered a "display state definition," like recited 
in the claimed invention. Accordingly, the Examiner respectfully maintains that Cook teaches 
display states of an interface. 

The Applicant further contends that the object behaviors described by Cook are not 
analogous to the claimed state transition rules. The Examiner respectfully disagrees, since as 
shown below, the behaviors are implemented to determine a display state of the user interface in 
response to user actuation upon an object. 
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Regarding the 35 U.S. C. 103(a) rejection presented in the previous Office Action, the 
Applicant contends that since the "Control class" taught by Smith (U.S. Patent No. 6,222,537), 
as described in the previous Office Action, cannot be instantiated in its own right, then it cannot 
be a "pseudo instantiation" like claimed. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. First, "pseudo," 
by definition means false (for example, see the provided definition of "pseudo"). Therefore it is 
understood that given the broadest, most reasonable definition of "pseudo instantiation," i.e. a 
false instantiation, the Control class of Smith may be considered a pseudo instantiation even if it 
cannot be instantiated. Secondly, the specification of the present application defines a pseudo 
instantiation, or more particulaiiy, a pseudo display state as: "a display state that in and of itself 
does not get rendered to form an instantiation of the user interface" (see page 13, lines 14-15). It 
is consequently understood that the Control class of Smith, which does not get rendered to form 
an instantiation of the user interface, is analogous to a pseudo instantiation. 

The Applicant's arguments have thus been fully considered, but are not persuasive. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 10, 11, 14, 15, and 25 are objected to because of the following informalities: In 
claims 10 and 25, the phrase, "said first display state definition, which include state transition 
rules," is considered grammatically incorrect. As per claim 1 1, the recited phrase, "being 
resulted," is objected to as being grammatically incorrect. In claim 14, the phrase, "display cell 
definitions further corresponding comprises," is considered grammatically incorrect. Regarding 
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claim 15, "the first said display state definition," is objected to, and "said first display state 
definition" is considered more appropriate. Appropriate conection is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 7, 10-1 1, 13-18, 21-22, 25-26, 28-33, 36-37, 40-41, and 43-44 ai'e rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,178,432, which is attributed to 
Cook et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Cook"). In general, Cook discusses interactive web 
pages (see column 1, lines 5-9). Cooks notes that with conventional web pages design, it is not 
possible for the end user to change the appearance of a web page; instead the user is limited to 
selecting links which cause different web pages to be displayed (see column 1, lines 30-55). 
Cooks attempts to overcome this limitation via interactive web page "objects," which provide 
dynamic web-based user interfaces without the need to continually download web pages (see 
column 2, line 51 - column 14). Such interactive objects are considered "cells," like that of the 
present application. Consequently, Cook is considered to present a method, like that of claim 1, 
which is for provisioning a user interface comprised of such cells. 
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Specifically regarding claims 1 and 2, the interactive objects described by Cook are each 
generated according to its associated definition within a "hierarchical structured object list," 
which specifies the constituent contents of the object, and its functionality (for example, see 
figure 3B, and its associated description in colunnn 7, line 21 - column 9, line 53). Each object 
may each exist in one of a plurality of states, such as being in a visible state or in a hidden state; 
an object in a visible state is displayed, whereas an object in a hidden state is not (for example, 
see column 3, lines 15-20). In addition, the hierarchical structured object list defines one or 
more "behaviors" associated with each object; each behavior defining a relationship between an 
event, an action, and a target object (see column 3, lines 27-38). In response to the event, the 
particular action is performed on the target object, thus changing the state of the tai get object 
(see column 3, lines 27-38). For example. Cook discloses that in response to the user selection 
of an object, a second object may become visible in the user interface (see column 4, line 39- 
column 5, line 11), The set of behaviors associated with each object is consequently considered 
a "state transition rule," like that recited in the claimed invention. Additionally, Cook discloses 
that upon retrieval of an interface comprised of such objects, the set of objects associated with 
the interface ai'e initially downloaded fi*om a server to the client computer, whereby each object 
is displayed according to its state, meaning it is either visible or hidden (for example, see column 
10, lines 5-27). In response to the user interacting with a visible object, the client computer 
determines if any behaviors are associated with that object, and if so, uses these behaviors to 
ascertain which objects change state as a result of the user interaction (for example, see column 
10, line 35 - column 11, line 40). The cUent computer thus determines a current display state for 
the user interface, the new display state defined by the state of each of the objects. Cook 
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discloses that, instead of searching each of the objects to determine if it changes state in response 
to the user interacting with a second object, the second object may define all of the behaviors 
which ai*e associated with the state change of, i.e. user interaction with, the second object (see 
column 11, lines 21-40). In other words, Cook discloses that the second object may comprise a 
list of object which change state in response to user interaction with the second object. This list 
is considered a "first display state definition," like recited in the claimed invention. Cook is 
therefore understood to teach determining, by a client computer, a cuirent display state of the 
user interface in accordance with a second object definition of a second display state definition 
of the user interface for a second rendered object of an immediately preceding instantiation of 
the user interface for an immediately preceding display state of the user interface, with which the 
user interacted. This second object definition includes one or more state transition rules 
specifying the current display state of the user interface in the event the user interacts with the 
second object. The client computer provides a current instantiation of the user interface in 
accordance with a first display state definition corresponding to this determined cuirent display 
state, the first display state definition including one or more object definitions for the one or 
more objects in the user interface, while in the current display state. 

As per claims 15 and 16, Cook discloses that the above-described objects ai'e generated 
via an applet (see column 9, line 54 - column 11, line 40), which as known in the art, is 
implemented via programming instructions. Such an applet is consequently understood to 
comprise a first plurality of programming instructions, like that recited in claims 15 and 16. 
Additionally, it is understood that this applet may comprise a second plurality of programming 
instructions implementing at least one other product function, such as monitoring user interaction 
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with the displayed objects (see column 9, lines 40-53; and column 10, lines 35-49). The applet 
of Cook is thus considered a product like that recited in claims 15 and 16. 

Referring to claims 30 and 31, Cook discloses that the above-described method is 
implemented on a client computer comprising a storage medium and a processor coupled to the 
storage medium, the processor configured to execute progi'amming instructions stored in the 
storage medium (for example, see column 7, lines 5-21). Such a computer implementing the 
above-described method is therefore considered a client device, like that recited in claims 30 and 
31. 

Concerning claims 3, 4, 17, 18, 32 and 33, the web-based user interface described by 
Cook may comprise a plurality of objects, each object composing a portion of the user interface 
(for example, see figure 3 A, and its associated description in column 7, line 21 - column 9, line 
53). Each object is generated according to its associated definition within a "hierarchical 
structured object list," which specifies the constituent contents of the object, and its behaviors, as 
is described above. It is understood that such a definition is referenced by the first display state 
definition, which as described above, lists all the objects which change state in response to user 
interaction with a particular object. Consequently, Cook is considered to teach generating a first 
portion of the current instantiation of the user interface in accordance with a first object 
definition for a first object of the user interface, the first object definition specifying constituting 
contents of the first object of the user interface. Since two or more objects may be 
simultaneously displayed in the user interface, Cook is also considered to teach generating a 
second portion of the current instantiation of the user interface in accordance with a second 
object definition for a second object of the user interface, the second object definition specifying 
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constituting contents of the second object of the user interface. Specifically regarding claims 17 
and 18, it is understood that the first plurality of programming instructions described above in the 
rejection for claims 15 and 16 implement such teachings. Similarly regarding claims 32 and 33, 
it is understood that the programming instructions described above in the rejection for claims 30 
and 31 implement these teachings. 

In reference to claim 21, Cook notes that a browser is implemented to receive and 
execute an applet (see column 6, lines 22-45), which as described above, comprises a first and 
second plurality of programming instructions, like those expressed in claim 15. Such a browser 
is thus considered a product like that recited in claim 21 . 

Regarding claim 36, it is understood that the above-described method of Cook may be 
implemented on any type of client computer having a browser for receiving web pages and 
running java applets (for example, see column 6, lines 24-45). Consequently, it is understood 
that such a client computer may be a wireless telephone, a palm sized computer device, or a 
notebook sized computing device, which are all well-known computers capable of having such a 
browser. 

Referring to claims 6, 20, and 35, the cHent computer detemiines a current display state 
for the user interface in response to user interaction with an object of the display state, 
specifically by determining if any behaviors are associated with that object, and if so, using these 
behaviors to ascertain which objects change state as a result of the user interaction, as is 
described above in the rejection for claims 1 and 2. A current display state for the user interface 
is thus based on the individual display states of the plurality of objects associated with the 
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interface. Consequently, the above-described display state for the interface is considered "multi- 
dimensional," like recited in claims 6, 20, and 35. 

With respect to claim 10, Cook teaches provisioning by a client computer a first 
instantiation of a user interface in accordance with a first display state definition con*esponding 
to a current display state of the user interface (for example, see column 10, lines 5-27). The 
client computer detemiines a next display state for the user interface based on a user's interaction 
with a portion of the first instantiation of the user interface, and in accordance with the first 
display state definition, which as described above, includes state transition rules con*espondingly 
specifying display states of the user interface to be transition to for vai'ious user interactions with 
various portions of the user interface. It is understood that the next instantiation of the user 
interface is thus provided in accordance with a second display state definition for the next 
display state of the user interface. 

As per claim 25, Cook discloses that the objects described in the previous paragraph are 
generated via an applet (see column 9, line 54 - column 1 1, line 40), which as known in the art, 
is implemented via programming instructions. Such an applet is consequently understood to 
comprise a first plurality of programming instructions, like that recited in claim 25. 
Additionally, it is understood that this applet may comprise a second plurality of programming 
instructions implementing at least one other product function, such as monitoring user interaction 
with the displayed objects (see column 9, lines 40-53; and column 10, lines 35-49). The applet 
of Cook is thus considered a product like that recited in claim 25. 

Referring to claim 40, Cook discloses that the method described above in the rejection for 
claim 10 is implemented on a client computer comprising a storage medium and a processor 
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coupled to the storage medium, the processor configured to execute programming instructions 
stored in the storage medium (for example, see column 7, lines 5-21). Such a computer 
implementing the above-described method is therefore considered a cHent device, like that 
recited in claim 40. 

Referring to claim 1 1, the interactive objects described by Cook ai*e each generated 
according to its associated definition within a "hierarchical structured object Hst," the definition 
specifying the constituting contents and functionality of each object of the user interface (for 
example, see figure 3B, and its associated description in column 7, Une 21 - column 9, line 53). 
It is understood that such a definition is referenced by the first display state definition, which as 
described above, lists all the objects which change state in response to user interaction with a 
particular object. It is also understood that such object definitions are transmitted fi*om a server 
to the client computer, in addition to the constituting contents of the objects, whereby the objects 
are displayed in an initial instantiation of the user interface (for example, see column 9, line 40 - 
column 10, line 27; and column 6, lines 22-45). Cook thus teaches transmitting by a server to a 
remote chent computer a first display state definition coiresponding to a first display state of the 
user interface, specifying the constituting contents of a first plurality of objects for the 
instantiation of the user interface for the first display state of the user interface, and whereby 
these constituting contents are transmitted fi-om the server to the client computer. Cook further 
teaches that some of the objects which are transmitted may initially exist in a "hidden state," 
meaning that such objects are transmitted in advance, prior to any directive to display them (see 
column 10, lines 5-27). Such objects may be displayed in a subsequent instantiation of the user 
interface, the subsequent instantiation being generated in response to user interaction within the 
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first instantiation of the user interface. For example, Cook discloses that in response to the user 
selection of a displayed object, a second object may become visible in the user interface (see 
column 4, line 39-column 5, line 1 1). Cook is therefore considered to teach transmitting further 
in advance by the server to the client computer, a second display state definition corresponding 
to a second instantiation of the user interface, specifying constituting contents for a second 
plurality of objects for the instantiation of the user interface for the second display state, the 
second display state being resulted from a first user interaction with the instantiation of the user 
interface for the first display state, and transmitting in advance by the server to the client 
computer, the constituting contents for the second plurality of objects for rendering on the client 
computer in accordance with the second display state definition coiresponding to the second 
display state of the user interface. 

As per claims 26 and 41, Cook discloses that a server maintains and transmits the above- 
described objects (for example, see column 6, lines 22-45). Such a server implementing the 
method described in the previous paragraph is consequently considered to comprise a first and 
second plurality of programming instructions, like those recited in claim 26, Additionally, such 
a server is considered to comprise a storage medium and processor, like those expressed in claim 
41. 

Regarding claims 13, 14, 28, 29, 43, and 44, an initial instantiation of the web-based user 
interface described by Cook may initially comprise a plurality of objects (for example, see figure 
1 A, and its associated description in column 4, line 39 - column 5, line 1 1), whereby a plurality 
of additional objects may be displayed in response to user interaction with this initial 
instantiation of the user interface (see column 10, Hne 35 - column 11, line 40), As described 
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above, such objects are each associated with a definition specifying the constituting contents and 
state transition rules, the state transition rules indicating display states to transition to in the event 
of user interaction with the object. Therefore, since the initial instantiation of the user interface 
may comprise a plurality of objects, and since a plurality of objects may be displayed in a second 
instantiation of the user interface, it is understood that each of the first and second sets of display 
state definitions recited in claims 1 1, 26, and 41 may comprise a plurality of display object 
definitions specifying the constituting contents and state transition rules for the first and second 
plurality of objects. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 8, 9, 12, 19, 23, 24, 27, 34, 38, 39, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over the U.S. Patent of Cook, which is described above, and also over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,222,537, which is attributed to Smith et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Smith"). 
As shown above. Cook presents a method like that of claims 1, 7, and 1 1, a product like that of 
claims 1 5 and 22, a server like that of claims 26 and 41 , and a client device like that of claims 30 
and 37, whereby a client device provides an instantiation of a user interface in accordance with 
one or more object definitions, each definition corresponding to an object in the user interface. 
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Similarly, and for the reasons described above, Cook is considered to teach a method, product, 
and client device for generating a first and second portion of a user interface, each portion being 
in accordance with a display object definition for an object of the interface, and whereby like 
recited in claims 9, 24, and 39, the object definition specifies constituting contents for the display 
object. Cook, however, does not explicitly disclose that a portion of the user interface is 
generated with constituting contents inherited from a pseudo instantiation of the user interface, as 
is expressed in each of claims 5, 8, 9, 12, 19, 23, 24, 27, 34, 38, 39, and 42. 

Like Cook, Smith presents user interface objects, referred to as "controls," which may be 
provided within web pages, and which may exist in one of a plurality of states (for example, see 
column 1, lines 50-62; and column 2, lines 32-45). Additionally like the objects of Cook, which 
ai'e implemented via the Java programming language (for example, see column 6, lines 24-45 of 
Cook), the controls described by Smith are implemented via Java code (for example, see column 
8, lines 33-39 of Smith). Regarding the claimed invention. Smith discloses that each control may 
inherit properties from a pseudo control, namely a "Control" component (for example, see 
column 8, line 50 - column 9, line 20). Smith thus teaches inheriting properties based on a 
pseudo instantiation of the user interface. The benefits of inheritance ai e well known in the 
programming realm. 

Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ait, having the 
teachings of Cook and Smith before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
objects of Cook such that they inherit constituting contents from a pseudo object, as taught by 
Smith. It would have been advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize this combination. 
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because such pseudo objects reduce the amount of code required to be written for each object, as 
is demonstrated by Smith. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated any new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a), 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blaine Basom whose telephone number is (571) 272-4044. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained fi om the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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